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Page 1. Re: Presumption that motorized winter access must continue.  “The primary purpose of an environmental impact statement is to serve as an action-
forcing devise to insure that the policies and goals defined in the Act [NEPA] are infused into the ongoing programs and actions of the Federal Government
(§1502.1).”  “The range of alternatives discussed in an [EIS] shall encompass those to be considered by the ultimate agency decision maker (§1502.2 (e)).”
The purpose and need for action described in the DEIS is sufficiently broad to act as an action-forcing tool.  It is within the discretion of the decision maker to
set the scope of analysis.  Considering that motorized use in the Parks is an existing use, not a proposed use, it is logical to frame the purpose and need in terms
that would include that use and facilitate an incremental investigation of the impacts of that use.  To do otherwise, and to accept The Fund for Animal’s (Fund)
assertion, would result in a narrow scope of analysis and one viable alternative relative to motorized use.  The settlement agreement that resulted in a need to
develop this EIS requires a comprehensive evaluation of winter recreation use – the presumption that only nonmotorized use should be considered in light of
policy, law, regulation and existing use, is not appropriate.
Page 2. Re: Dual or conflicting mandate.  NPS asserts that there is a dual mandate which, in application, often presents management conflicts.  Where
management that serves the enjoyment of the people steps over a line in respect to resource preservation, the action to be taken is clear.  It is that line, or
threshold, or “impairment standard”(terminology coined by commenter) that is not often clear.  The impacts in question are not on their face indisputable, and
it is the function of an EIS to focus the issues by addressing those impacts as well as possible.  The purpose and need for action was developed with this intent.
Page 2. Re: No snowmobile, no snowcoach, no trail grooming alternative.  See first response, above.  It is within the discretion of the decision maker to set the
range of alternatives to be considered.  How can the decision maker assess the impacts of an action without considering an alternative that includes it? If there
is doubt about the level or type of use that might be acceptable, relative to impacts and mandated tolerances, then how can a determination be made without an
appropriate range of alternatives? If NPS understands correctly from this comment that the Fund would not find the DEIS “permanently damaged” if there had
only been a no-motorized use alternative, then NPS disagrees because of its discretionary authority in setting the scope of analysis.  If the Fund relies on
NEPA for its opinion that a no-motorized use alternative is required, NPS also disagrees.  NEPA requires a “no action” alternative (§1502.14(d)).  In this case,
since motorized use exists, and was sanctioned in the past under existing rules, policies and plans, “no action” is correctly interpreted as the existing
management situation.  CEQ directly supports this position.  Its opinion is that in instances where ongoing programs are being evaluated, “no action” is “no
change” from current management direct or level of management intensity.  In these instances, CEQ states:  “To construct an alternative that is based on no
management at all would be a useless academic exercise (Question 3 of CEQ 40 Most-Asked Questions).”
Page 2. Re: Preferred alternative proposes to prohibit motorized oversnow vehicle access.  CEQ Regulations do not stipulate the rationale for selecting a
preferred alternative in an EIS.  It stipulates that in a final EIS, a preferred alternative must be identified.  The statement of preference for one or more
alternatives in a DEIS is discretionary, depending upon whether the agency has a preference at that point (§1502.14(e)).  The identification of a preferred
alternative in a DEIS should be regarded by the public as extremely tenuous.  An EIS serves as a means of assessing impacts of proposed agency actions
“rather than justifying decisions already made” (§1502.2(g)).  The FEIS preferred alternative may be viewed more as a “precursor” decision, which will only
become final in a Record of Decision that expresses the rationale for the choice.  It is clear that the expression of a preferred alternative, by itself, can in no
way invalidate the entire EIS analysis.  The decision maker can select any of the proffered alternatives in a Final EIS through consideration of a variety of
factors, including but not limited to environmental impacts.  The selected alternative does not have to be the most environmentally preferable alternative,
which must also be revealed in the decision document.
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Page 3. Re: The contention that the focus on economic impacts in the EIS is both unnecessary and misplaced, and that because of this focus the DEIS does not
meet legal standards under NEPA.  NPS disagrees.  The commenter is undoubtedly aware that the consideration of social and economic impacts is routinely
done in any environmental analysis.  There are several major reasons for this.  First, the scoping process as conducted under §1501.7 inevitably raises the
social and economic effects of a proposed action.  In many instances, these are regarded as significant issues.  Second, the impacts must be considered in the
context of society as a whole, the affected region, the affected interests, and the locality (§1508.27(a)).  Third, the intensity of impacts on the quality of the
human environment must be gauged  (§1508.27(b)), where “human environment” is to be viewed comprehensively (§1508.14).  Effects (direct, indirect and
cumulative) are defined as including both economic and social impacts (§1508.8).
Page 4. Re: Snowmobiling and trail grooming cause significant adverse impacts.  As stated in the comment, these impacts are disclosed in the EIS.  The
commenter cannot reasonably state on the one hand that the analysis is deficient and on the other hand, sufficient.  The question is what are the impacts, and at
what point do they result in an adverse impact on park values.  It is the purpose of the EIS to speak to the magnitude, intensity and duration of the impacts, and
it is left basically to the decision maker to determine what constitutes impairment given the context of the situation.  Contrary to the assertion of the
commenter, the level at which impacts are considered adverse is in dispute until resolved through an FEIS and Record of Decision.
Page 4. Re: Snowcoach use and trail grooming.  It is the purpose of the EIS to speak to the magnitude, intensity and duration of the impacts associated with
snowcoaches.  It is left to the decision maker to determine what constitutes an adverse impact given the context of the situation.  Contrary to the assertion of
the commenter, impacts on the 3 park units are in dispute until resolved through an FEIS and Record of Decision.  It is unreasonable to expect NPS to produce
an EIS, which conveys the necessity to evaluate alternatives, and then to state that there is only one alternative because the impacts of all others are on their
face prohibitive.  This rationale is not effective in proving the DEIS is deficient, and it offers no constructive advice for producing a Final EIS.
Page 5. Re: Human use is secondary to preserving nature.  The content of this comment on NPS mandates may also be found in the DEIS, page 2.  Issues the
commenter lists to show that NPS is not following its mandate are the same issues given in the DEIS purpose and need for action.  The intent of the purpose
and need for action, and the EIS is to improve the situation that the commenter decries.
Page 6. Re: Winter use mandate.  The enabling legislation for Grand Teton National Park recognizes the right of access across Federal lands within the
exterior boundaries of the park to state, national forest and private lands.  It also recognizes U.S Highway 89 and authorizes the construction of an alternate
route within the park to “facilitate public use and enjoyment of the [park].” The act is silent about the use of these or other travel-ways within the park by
autos, trucks, buses, bicycles or other forms of transport – summer or winter.  By the commenter’s logic, there would be at least two highways through GTNP,
but no traffic should be allowed on them.

The commenter is correct in his statement that winter use is not explicitly or implicitly mandated by Yellowstone National Park’s enabling legislation.
However, neither does the act mandate implicitly or explicitly that winter access be disallowed.  The act does state that the park is set apart as a pleasuring
ground for the benefit and enjoyment of the people.  The act also allows for the construction of paths and roads and buildings to accommodate visitors, with
the overriding criteria that the resources therein be preserved and retained in their natural condition.  The fact that buildings and roads may be constructed
implies that a certain level of impact is acceptable to allow for access by the public.  It is the purpose of this NEPA process to examine just this issue and to
provide a meaningful analysis on which to base a sound decision.  The acceptable level of impact on park values for all winter uses relates directly to the
decision to be made based on the analysis presented in the FEIS.
Page 7. Re: Public use.  NPS does not disagree with this conclusion regarding its authority to prohibit uses that cause impairment of natural resources and the
enjoyment of those resources by future generations.
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Page 7. Re: Impairment standard.  The action referred to in this comment is one that has long been implemented, supported by past policies, rules, and plans.
The “no action” alternative is “no change from current management.”  Granting for the moment the commenter’s assertion that said action was not legal at the
beginning, NPS cannot just turn back the clock and start over.  It must start at the present, assess the true impacts on these parks and proceed accordingly.

It should be noted that the attachments to these comments purporting to do not conclusively demonstrate that the resources of the three park units have
exceeded an “impairment standard.”  There are a great number of inferences drawn from general studies, or studies that were undertaken elsewhere.  Results
are extrapolated to the 3 park units, where conditions or circumstances are not demonstrated in the literature to be applicable.  Where some studies of impacts,
notably those associated with Mary Meagher, apply directly to park resources (e.g., bison in Yellowstone), the site-specific impacts are presented as rationale
to prohibit use throughout the park.  With few exceptions such as Meagher’s conclusions, there is very little in the literature to provide a solid basis for
determining at what point a potential impact becomes an adverse effect on park resources.  This is contrary to the commenter’s apparent assumption that
“impairment standards” are self-evident and agreeable to all.  NPS maintains that the standard of impairment can be a function of the criteria used by a
decision maker in the record of decision.  The latter is a part of the decision to be made.
Page 9. Re: Footnote reference to the CDST and other snowmobile use in GTNP: NPS agrees that it is appropriate to provide more discussion of the CDST in
the final EIS.
Page 10. Re: Snowmobile use prohibited if in conflict with the park’s values.  This comment restates material from the purpose and need for action.
Page 10. Re: Legal basis for grooming winter trails.  A true legal basis for drawing conclusions about what is and isn’t allowed in the parks begins with
scrutiny of the enabling legislation.  In this case, reference is made to regulations which are subject to change within the strictures of legislative guidance. The
enabling legislation is silent about grooming winter trails, as it is about a great many other facets of modern management.  However, to conclude from the
absence of regulations (on the practice of grooming) that grooming is unauthorized…. is highly erroneous.  There are a great many standard practices and
management measures that are not explicitly allowed in the regulations, and it is unreasonable to expect that this should be so.  Aside from the question of
legal authority for grooming winter routes, NPS has clearly felt for many years that it is within its management authority.  The DEIS discloses the
environmental impact of this activity.
Page 12. Re: Snowmobiling and trail grooming impact on animal populations.  The commenter faults NPS for “conceding” impacts of winter grooming
operations on wildlife in the DEIS while failing to take action to remedy the impacts.  Since we are engaged in a NEPA analysis, the remedy for any impacts
that are disclosed can only come with a decision.  Since the decision will not be made until a Record of Decision is published, the criticism is premature.
Commenter is getting the cart before the horse.  If the criticism is based on NPS’ identification of a preferred alternative in the DEIS, then we reiterate the
response to comment, “Page 2. Re: Preferred alternative…”
Page 13.  As stated in the comment, the impacts on air and water are disclosed in the DEIS.  The actions that NPS must take in regard to the impacts goes to
the decision to be made.
Page 13. Re: The NPS required to be aggressive in safeguarding air quality.  Inventories and monitoring data relating to the condition of air quality and air
quality related values are presented in the affected environment portion of the DEIS.  The evaluation of pollution impacts by alternative is presented in the
environmental consequences section of the DEIS.  This analysis will be enhanced in the FEIS using results from air quality modeling.
Page 14.  Re: Snowmobiles create substantial amounts of noise.  The effects of winter use, in particular sound from motorized vehicles, are disclosed in the
DEIS.  This analysis will be enhanced in the FEIS using additional monitoring data and results from sound modeling.
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Page 15. There has not yet been a determination that snowmobiling and trail grooming are antithetical to preservation mandates.  The action referred to in this
comment is one that has long been implemented, supported by past policies, rules, and plans (Please see the earlier response to this letter in regard to page 2
“Preferred alternative.”)  The “no action” alternative is “no change from current management.”  Granting for the moment the commenter’s assertion that said
action was not legal at the beginning, NPS cannot just turn back the clock and start over.  It must start at the present, assess the true impacts on these parks and
proceed accordingly.  Impacts that need to be considered includes economic effects.  Please see earlier response to this letter in regard to page 3 “The
contention…,” above.  The decision maker must weigh all impacts, and be guided in the end by her or his criteria that would protect the parks for enjoyment
by future generations.
Pages 17-18. Re: Executive Order 11644, as amended.  The NPS interpretation of Executive Order 11644 is set forth in the NPS policies the commenter cites.
Recently, NPS proposed revisions to its management policies and solicited public comment on the revisions.  65 Fed. Reg. 2984.  The Service’s interpretation
of the Executive Order may change following the NPS analysis of public comment on the revised policies.  If that occurs before the final EIS or Record of
Decision are ready for publication, NPS will include a notice of the change in those documents as appropriate.
Page 18. Re: Groomed routes to facilitate oversnow vehicle use.  The commenter has constructed an argument whereby all choices involving any level of
motorized use are gone, on the basis of a determination which has yet to be made.  Adverse impacts may be associated with both motorized and nonmotorized
uses, as disclosed in the EIS.  Whether or not an adverse impact is tantamount to impairment or derogation of park values is also a function of the magnitude,
intensity, duration and context of the impact.  This determination of significance, for most resources and park values, is made in the final decision considering
impacts disclosed in a final EIS, for a full range of choices.   The commenter cannot have it both ways – a sufficient legal process under NEPA and a range of
one alternative that is not pre-decisional.  Assuming the illegality of an action initiated years ago by the perceived impacts of today is incorrect logic.  NPS
disagrees and feels that the assumption is wrong, therefore the conclusion drawn from it is wrong.  NPS does feel that conditions have changed, and has taken
steps for the 3 park units, first in 1990 (Winter Use Plan/EA), then starting in 1994 with a Multi-Agency Assessment, and presently in this EIS to address those
changed conditions.
Page 18. Re: Involvement of cooperating agencies.  The intent of granting cooperating agency status was in the spirit of cooperation and coordination
consistent with NEPA, FACA and APA.  The content of the document has been affected, but NPS disagrees that the analysis has been.  The document
incorporates material from the cooperating agencies, which is reported as a matter of full disclosure even though the results disagree with NPS analysis.
Letters from the cooperators and the signed agreements between NPS and cooperators were included in the DEIS, Volume II.  These items relate to content.
As to inappropriate influence, one need only review media reports, comment letters or other correspondence from the cooperators to obtain their assessment of
how they were involved.
Page 20. Re: Involvement of cooperating agencies in forming alternatives.  Please see previous comment, immediately above.  Cooperating agencies did have
a participatory role in alternative development.  However, they were not exclusively involved.  The process used in the cooperating agency alternatives
workshop began with exercises in developing problem statements from the public scoping effort.
Pages 20-21. Re: 2.  The analysis of economic impacts.  Please see the response to comment, “Page 3. The contention…,” above.  There is no emphasis from
NPS on economic impacts.  It would appear that this emphasis might be conveyed by the cooperating agencies, but the document and the process are merely
fulfilling NEPA requirements.  Also, NPS is not responsible for the economic viability of the surrounding areas, but what NPS might propose to do is certainly
an issue which must be addressed in the EIS.  For reasons given in earlier in this response, NPS disagrees with the contention that effects analysis for
economics is subservient to analysis of ecological impacts.  If the commenter truly means that economic impacts are subservient to ecological impacts, such as
they are disclosed and understood through the EIS analysis, NPS feels this kind of determination is left to the decision maker.
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Pages 21-22. Re: Cost assessment Appendix F in Volume II of the DEIS describes construction and operation costs by alternative at a level regarded as
sufficient for a programmatic EIS and plan (§1508.18(b)(2) and (3)).  NPS will review and update this cost analysis for the FEIS, but the commenter has not
provided any specific criticisms that can be addressed at this time.  NPS will consider providing some additional discussion on environmental costs in the
FEIS.
Page 23. Re: Alternative formulation.  Please see response to comment, “Page 1” and “Page 2. Re: No snowmobile…” at the beginning of this letter response.
Page 23. Re: The major issues.  The major issues are articulated in the DEIS on pages 13-15.
Page 23. Re: Alternative formulation.  Please see response to comment, “Page 1” and “Page 2. Re: No snowmobile…” at the beginning of this letter response.
CEQ regulations do not stipulate how alternatives are to be formulated.  The regulations at §1501.7(a)(2) require the agency to consider public comment from
scoping and determine the significant issues – or the issues to be analyzed in depth in the EIS.  The regulations at §1502.14 require the agency to develop
alternatives that sharply define the issues and provide a clear basis for choice among options.  NPS developed significant issues from a broad scoping effort,
and the DEIS alternatives respond to these issues in varying ways that allow a comparison of options and their effects or opportunity costs.  The formulation of
alternatives meets the requirements of the regulations.
Page 23. Re: Consistency with federal law and NPS regulations and policies.  Laws, regulations and policies do not, by themselves, drive an action.  An
identified gap between existing conditions and desired conditions form the basis for the purpose and need for action.  The underlying purpose (§1502.13), or
goal to be achieved as stated at the scoping stage is to provide a full range of quality winter experiences offered in appropriate settings and having no
significant adverse impacts on park values.  This purpose is represented by the desired condition shown on page 3 of the DEIS.  The underlying need
(§1502.13) is defined by the existing conditions expressed on page 4.  Despite the complexities introduced by multiple goals and multiple issues, all
alternatives represent possible actions that meet the underlying purpose and need.  As stated in the DEIS, the desired conditions in this case reflect relevant
laws, regulations and policies.  A decision maker may set the scope of analysis and the decision to be made within the constraints of those dictates.  However,
NEPA does not require this.  An environmental analysis may evaluate a proposed change in policy, or a decision based on effective analysis may indicate the
need for a change in policy.
Page 23. Re: Identification of the decision.  The decision to be made will be presented in the purpose and need section of the final EIS.
Page 24. Re: Development of desired conditions.  NPS developed the desired conditions, as it is this agency’s responsibility to do.  The DEIS clearly states
that the desired conditions proceed from NPS mandates including legislation, regulations, executive orders, and governing policies.  That motorized winter use
has been ongoing in these parks since at least 1963, there is some indication that parks’ leadership at the time found adequate direction in NPS mandates to
allow the use.  For reasons also described in earlier responses, it is reasonable to include a goal of motorized access as part of the purpose.
Page 25. Re: Plowing in alternative B.  It is the commenter’s opinion that plowed road access from West Yellowstone to Old Faithful would drastically and
adversely affect wildlife.  The analysis in the EIS does not bear out this contention, at least in the sense that the impacts would constitute an impairment or
derogation of park values – which goes to the decision to be made.  Alternative B, in this regard, is constituted to provide access for a number of visitors, via
mass transit, equal to that facilitated by present snowmobile use.  The alternative would drastically reduce the number of vehicle miles traveled on this route
during the winter, even though the number of visitors could potentially increase.
Page 25. Re: The purpose of the EIS.  It is the nature of the decision that is in question.  It has been NPS’ intent from the beginning of the process to prepare a
programmatic plan (§1508.18(b)(2) and (3)).  This would be the purpose of preparing a “comprehensive EIS.” There should have been no illusions that a plan
of this magnitude would be based upon detailed, site-specific data in order to make every decision possible relating to winter use.  This programmatic
approach is acceptable under the law, in the way that NEPA is the vehicle for producing NPS General Management Plans and USFS Forest Plans, and
amendments thereto.  Such documents do, in fact, make decisions and allocations at a general level and defer many site-specific types of decisions to a later
date.  In this context, it is also acceptable to spell out processes that would be followed, such as adaptive management, as alternative features.  That this is
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done in two alternatives cannot be construed as a violation of NEPA.  It will be up to the decision maker to weigh the available data, the possible impacts of
such alternatives in the short term, and decide if park resources and values are sufficiently protected.
Page 26. Re: Conducting scientific studies.  See preceding response.  Technically, this issue is debatable and it is why NPS is performing NEPA at this time.
Page 27. Re: Grooming.  The impacts of grooming are evaluated and disclosed in the DEIS.  It is unclear what the commenter is referring to in the statement
that substantial impacts of grooming have not in some cases been disclosed.  There may be a difference of opinion on the nature of impacts associated with
this action.
Page 27. Re: Failure to evaluate a nonmotorized alternative.  The adequacy and range of alternatives, regarding the inclusion of motorized use, has been
addressed in numerous foregoing responses.
Page 27. Re: Failure to evaluate a nonmotorized alternative.  NEPA does not require the detailed consideration of a no snowmobiling, no grooming, or no
motorized use alternative.  See especially response, “Page 2. Re: No snowmobiles…”
Page 28-29. Re: Alternatives presented by commenter.  Five possible “alternatives” are presented by the commenter on these pages.  Except for suggested total
closures to motorized use or grooming for an entire park, or for timing restrictions that appear to be administratively unviable, many of the alternative
suggestions are incorporated within the DEIS alternatives.  As such, they are available as choices for the decision maker.  Also, the suggested alternatives
could at the appropriate time be the result of adaptive management procedures, further study, or recreation capacity determination.

NPS takes this opportunity to further address the complexity of alternative formulation in this effort.  Many suggestions for alternatives or alternative features
were made in the thousands of comments received.  A great deal of criticism was leveled at the current range of alternatives because people did not like the
way features were “mixed.”  At the same time, many people focused on features of alternatives that they liked, and features to which they were opposed.  It is
clear that for such complex issues there could be an infinite number of possible alternatives.  CEQ states that in such instances, the agency need only consider
a reasonable number of examples that cover the full spectrum of possible alternatives that meet the purpose and need (Question 1b, CEQ 40 Most-Asked
Questions).  What constitutes a reasonable range depends on the nature of the proposal and the facts in each case, where the proposal is at the discretion of the
agency.

The final selected alternative that is to be documented in a record of decision may mix features from the range of alternatives evaluated in the final EIS.  Such
mixing can occur as long as the mixed features are consistent with one another, and as long as the features and their effects would not fall outside the range of
alternatives disclosed in the EIS (§1505.1(e)).  A finding as to that circumstance would be entirely appropriate in the record of decision, along with the
rationale, should the selected alternative not precisely correspond with one of the “mixes” evaluated in detail.  This material needs to be explained in a new
FEIS section on the decision to be made.
Page 29.  Re: 4. The Draft EIS fails to disclose or discuss environmental impacts associated with trail grooming.  The DEIS discloses and discusses the
environmental impacts of trail grooming for each alternative.  Since this activity has relevance primarily for wildlife, its impacts are discussed in the wildlife
consequences section for each alternative.
Page 30. Re: Increase in snowmobiles and their impacts.  This statement of effects relates more to use by snowmobiles than to effects of groomed surfaces.
Effects due to snowmobile use are also disclosed in the DEIS by alternative.  The alteration of snowmelt patterns by trail grooming and use and their alleged
effect on road surfaces is not a significant issue requiring study in this EIS.
Page 30. Re: Reduction in the rate of snowmelt due to grooming.  The impact of groomed surfaces and how they may facilitate the transport of toxins into the
aquatic environment is more appropriately addressed by directly speaking to the presence and sources of the toxins.  The DEIS discusses this under effects on
water resources for each alternative.  Additional information has become available (Ingersoll, Effects of Snowmobile Use on Snowpack Chemistry in
Yellowstone National Park, 1998) since publication of the DEIS, and will be incorporated into the final document.
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Page 31.  Re:  Use of groomed routes by wildlife beneficial.  If the issue is the effect of groomed surfaces on the energy balance of individual animals, as is the
intent of the DEIS discussion, then groomed surfaces by themselves allow animals to save energy.  This is why they use the surfaces, and it is apparently to
their benefit.  The DEIS also makes the point that recreation use of groomed surfaces contributes to stress and energy expenditures by animals.  The larger
issue  – given the balance of energy savings vs. energy loss – is if and to what extent these circumstances constitute an adverse impact on park resources.  The
total picture – groomed routes, type and amount of use, stressful periods for wildlife, availability of forage – needs to be considered in the final decision.  The
goal of natural regulation applies to whole populations, not individuals, and must factor in the presence of people.
Re: All comments on pages 31-41.  The commenter relies heavily upon the work of Dr. Meagher to support his opinion that groomed roads have had a major
and devastating effect on bison, and that, consequently, natural regulation does not operate on the YNP herd.  While work by Dr. Meagher was considered and
used in the preparation of the DEIS, as stated on page 166 wildlife biologists disagree on the extent to which bison use roads, and as to the effects of use on
population dynamics and movements.  Therefore the results of other studies were cited as well.  Providing the reader with both opinions fulfills the disclosure
requirement in CEQ regulations (§1502.9(a)).  A discussion as to the effects of groomed roads on ungulates in general is found on pages 183, (alternative A)
and subsequent evaluations of each alternative compare the effects of groomed roads to those incurred under alternative A.  Additionally, the conclusion
section contained in the discussion of the impacts of each alternative addresses the effects of groomed surfaces on ungulates.  The DEIS discloses that
groomed surfaces may positively affect the energy expenditures incurred by bison and other ungulates.  Furthermore, the cumulative effects of winter
recreation and severe weather on wildlife are discussed on pages 166-67 (also see above response).  The commenter provides a lengthy literature review about
the effects of recreation, in particular groomed roads, on bison and other wildlife species.  The major points repeatedly expounded upon are found within the
DEIS.  Please see the following response as it relates to CEQ requirements for adequate disclosure.  NPS will include a few additional citations in the FEIS:
Aune (1981) on the ability of bison to habituate to snowmobiles and Moen et al. (1982) on the physiological responses associated with disturbance.  Although
wolves have been documented to use snowmobile trails, this relationship has not been evident for the wolves tracked in YNP (Smith, pers. comm. 2000).  The
latter fact will be included in the FEIS and Biological Assessment.
Pages 42-46. The CEQ regulations do not require exhaustive and voluminous discussion, especially when the discussion can be characterized as background
and adding needless detail (§1500.4 (f)).  The amount of detail to be included in an EIS should be that level which is relevant to the decision to be made, and
preparing analytic as opposed to encyclopedic documents (§1500.4 (b)).  The regulations recommend page limits on documents, which the draft EIS already
exceeds.  Finally, the regulation at §1502.21 (Incorporation by reference) requires agencies to incorporate material by reference to cut down on the bulk
without impeding agency review.  Brevity and incorporation by reference of large amounts of literature in the DEIS, and in the FEIS, does not constitute
inadequate disclosure.  Work by Dr. Meagher and others was considered and used in the preparation of the EIS.  The lengthy discussion of wildlife and
impacts on pages 42-46 of the letter, presented as a listing of flaws in the DEIS, is drawn from literature summarized and cited in the EIS.
Pages 46-53. Re: T&E species.  First of all, the preparation of a biological assessment (BA) is a requirement of ESA; whether or not formal consultation is
required is up to the USFWS upon review of the BA.  The commenter implies in Footnote 40 that NPS is negligent in its duty to prepare a BA. A draft BA was
prepared and submitted to the USFWS.  There is no requirement under NEPA for public review of a BA.  Otherwise, 1)     Grizzly bears   —The FEIS will be
amended to include a more thorough discussion of impacts to grizzly bears associated with winter recreation.  The NPS does not dispute that carrion is
important to grizzly bears in the spring, but it does not agree that multiple pages of literature review (as provided by the commenter) are necessary to support
this fact.  Furthermore, it is not clear, as the commenter asserts, that indirect impacts associated with the alleged “altered distribution and movement patterns of
large ungulates” result in lowered availability and accessibility of carrion. Although some studies have indicated that grizzlies use carrion within 1.5 km of a
road or development less than its availability, there has not been shown a causal link between roads, where animals die, and grizzly bear survival as influenced
by lack of carrion.  Any disturbance to scavenging bears as a result of roads and developments are alleviated by a YNP policy that closes to the public
important spring foraging habitats for grizzlies beginning March 15 (before the majority of bears emerge from their dens) and keeps much of that area closed
until Memorial Day weekend.  This discussion will be expanded upon in the FEIS and BA.  Lastly, the potential indirect effects of air pollution on grizzlies are
not supported by data and are consequently highly speculative.      Gray wolves   —The FEIS will be amended to include a more thorough discussion of impacts to
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gray wolves associated with winter recreation.  Although wolf use of packed snow routes has been documented to occur, this relationship has not been
established in YNP.  The commenter’s contention that groomed routes allow wolves a competitive advantage over ungulates, which are also attracted to the
routes, misses the point: wolf habitat is ungulate habitat. Ungulates, regardless of whether groomed routes occur or not, travel to areas of low snow in the
winter, i.e., winter range and wolves follow.      Lynx    —The FEIS will be amended to include a more thorough discussion of impacts to lynx associated with
winter recreation, in particular the effects of groomed roads on interspecific competition.       Wolverine   —The FEIS will be amended to include a more thorough
discussion of impacts to wolverines associated with winter recreation.  Snowmobile impacts to denning wolverine, however, are not expected to occur because
snowmobile routes are not located in wolverine denning habitats, which are generally in high elevation, remote areas.
Page 53, including material through page 56. Re: Analysis of public health.  There is a greater amount of final study information available to the NPS for
inclusion in the FEIS than was available prior to the publication of the draft. Public health sections will be updated in accordance with this data.  Please see
response, “Pages 42-46,” above.
Page 53, including material on pages 56-59. Re: Analysis of water and aquatic resources.  There is a greater amount of final study information available to the
NPS for inclusion in the FEIS than was available prior to the publication of the draft.  Water and aquatic resources sections will be updated in accordance with
this data.  Please see response, “Pages 42-46,” above.
Page 53, including material through page 56.  Re: Analysis of air resources.  There is a greater amount of final study information available to the NPS for
inclusion in the FEIS than was available prior to the publication of the draft. Air resources sections will be updated in accordance with this data.  Please see
response, “Pages 42-46,” above.
Page 59. Re: Effects on vegetation.  The commenter extrapolates from data involving actively photosynthesizing vegetation.  Otherwise, statements about
impacts on vegetation are too broad to be conclusive about effects on this resource during the winter in the three park units.  The question appears to be more
about fuel and oil residues deposited in snowpacks, and how that may indirectly affect vegetation during the spring growth season.
Page 60. Re: Polycyclic Aromatic Hydrocarbons.  That PAH and other toxic elements are included in emissions from 2-stroke engines is disclosed in the
DEIS, page 163 et al.  The information in the DEIS will be reviewed and enhanced as appropriate for the final document.
Page 61. Re: Analysis of noise impacts in the DEIS is deficient.  Analysis of sound in the DEIS is sufficient in its determinations, by alternative, that winter
use activities have adverse impacts on the natural soundscape. Information from Bowlby and Associates was used in the DEIS analysis, but was inadvertently
omitted from the bibliography.  This will be remedied in the FEIS.  Also, additional data has been developed for the sound analysis and will be incorporated
into the final document.
Page 61-62. Re: Impacts of non-natural sound on wildlife.  Because quantifying the effects of non-natural sound on animals in the wild (as opposed to a
controlled laboratory setting) is extremely difficult, NPS believes that analyzing the effects of machine noise on ambient sounds levels is a legitimate
substitute (see following response).  NPS also believes that the effects of noise on wildlife are inherently included in the overall effects of snowmobiles on
wildlife in terms of disturbance.  Nonetheless, a review of the impacts of noise on wildlife will be included in the FEIS.
Page 62. Re: Consistency of noise restrictions with NPS regulations.  If it were determined beyond speculation that machine noise as it occurs in the 3 park
units adversely affects wildlife to a point that it represents derogation of park values, then the restriction would apply.  The same is true of possible impacts on
aesthetics or experiences of other visitors, although these are disclosed as adverse impacts in the DEIS, and may be more supportable.  This issue goes to the
purpose and need for action, and to the decision to be made, addressed in earlier response to comments in this letter.
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Page 63. Re: 9. NPS must not rely on survey findings to revise and justify its final strategy and Record of Decision.  NPS will continue to use the best
information available.  As this survey information is reported or cited in the DEIS, the limitations of the survey are made evident.  Additional survey
information is now available for the FEIS, and those data will similarly be accompanied by assumptions and survey limitations.  The data is used to report
impacts, primarily those involving visitor experience and social and economic environments.  The final strategy, or decision is based on selection criteria used
by the decision maker, which are disclosed in the record of decision through discussion of “preferences among alternatives based on relevant factors including
economic and technical considerations and agency statutory missions” (§1505.2(b)).  Please see the response, “Page 2. Re: Preferred alternative…”
Page 64. Re: Influence on results of Winter Use Survey.  See previous response.  NPS is aware of this survey factor, and the conclusions drawn from the
survey are placed in this context.
Page 64. Re: Purpose.  Commenter’s statement of how the decision must or must not be arrived at.  This goes to the purpose and need for action and the
decision to be made.  Please see the response, “Page 63. Re: 9,” above.
Page 65. Re: New alternative.  Commenters put forth new alternative not evaluated in detail in the DEIS.  This alternative and the contention that it would be
the only a viable alternative consistent with NPS legal mandates are based on premises that NPS does not accept.  The completion of the EIS and the final
decision are critical to any such determination.  “The primary purpose of an environmental impact statement is to serve as an action-forcing devise to insure
that the policies and goals defined in the Act [NEPA] are infused into the ongoing programs and actions of the Federal Government (§1502.1).” “The range of
alternatives discussed in an [EIS] shall encompass those to be considered by the ultimate agency decision maker (§1502.2 (e)).” The purpose and need for
action described in the DEIS is sufficiently broad to act as an action-forcing tool.  It is within the discretion of the decision maker to set the scope of analysis.
Considering that motorized use in the parks is an existing use, not a proposed use, it is logical to frame the purpose and need in terms that would include that
use and facilitate an incremental investigation of the impacts of that use.  To do otherwise, and to accept the Fund’s assertion, would result in a narrow scope
of analysis and one viable alternative relative to motorized use.  The settlement agreement that resulted in a need to develop this EIS requires a comprehensive
evaluation of winter recreation use – the presumption that only nonmotorized use should be considered in light of policy, law, regulation and existing use, is
not appropriate.  The insistence upon natural regulation comes from a misplaced focus on individual animals rather than populations, and it ignores the bigger
picture that people, roads and facilities are located in National Parks and will remain so.  Hence, as indicated in the EIS, NPS will not analyze in detail an
alternative that removes all oversnow motorized use from the three park units.


